TH'S OPI NI ON WAS NOT WRI TTEN FOR PUBLI CATI ON

The opinion in support of the decision being entered today (1)
was not witten for publication in a law journal and (2) is not
bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE BOARD OF PATENT APPEALS
AND | NTERFERENCES

Appeal No. 95-0326
Application No. 07/877,253*

Before JOHN D. SM TH, GARRI S and WEI FFENBACH, Adnmi ni strative
Pat ent Judges.

GARRI S, Administrative Patent Judge.

DECI SI ON ON APPEAL
This is a decision on an appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 9 through 12, 14 through 19, 21, 22, 24 through 26, 28

t hrough 31, 33 through 36, 38, 39 and 43. The only other clains

! Application for patent filed April 28, 1992. According
to appellant, this application is a continuation of Application
07/ 621, 268, filed Decenber 3, 1990, now abandoned; which is a
di vi sion of Application 07/331,250, filed March 29, 1989, now
abandoned.
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remai ning in the application have been indicated by the exam ner
as being either allowed or allowable.

The subject matter on appeal relates to a process for
formng a thermally stable, |ow resistance ohm c contact on a
maj or surface of a Ill-V sem conductor substrate conprising the
steps of (a) doping to forman active region to which the ohmc
contact is to be made, (b) introducing a Goup VI elenent onto
the surface of the active region to formtreated portions
conprising a thin filmat nost a few nonol ayers thick, (c)
formng a netal contact on the treated portions and (d) heating
the netal contact to formsaid | ow resi stance ohm c contact.

Thi s appeal ed subject matter is adequately illustrated by
i ndependent cl aim 28 which reads as foll ows:

28. A process for formng a thermally stable, |ow
resi stance ohmc contact on a major surface of a lll-V
sem conductor substrate, conprising:

(a) doping at | east one region in said nmajor surface of
said Il1-V sem conductor substrate wth a dopant to form an
active region to which said ohmc contact is to be nmade;

(b) introducing a Goup VI elenent onto the surface of said
at | east one active region to formtreated portions of said Il1-V
surface of said at |east one active region, said treated portions
conprising a thin filmat nost a few nonol ayers thick

(c) formng a netal contact, capable of form ng an ohmc

contact to said Il1-V sem conductor, on said treated portions of
said Ill1-V surface to forma nmetal contact thereto; and
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(d) heating said netal contact and said I11-V sem conduct or
to formsaid | ow resi stance ohm c contact.

The references relied upon by the exam ner as evidence of
obvi ousness are:
Anderson et al. (Anderson), “Ohmc Contacts To GaAs For Hi gh-

Tenperature Device Applications,” Conference Paper at “Chmc
Contacts” (March 25-27, 1981) pp. 39-42.

Japanese patent (Nagaoka ‘191) 60- 161191 Jan. 30, 1987
Japanese patent (Nagaoka ‘192) 60- 161192 Jan. 30, 1987
Eur opean patent (Cunni ngham 252, 300 Jan. 13, 1988

Clainms 28 through 31, 33 through 36, 38, 39 and 43 stand
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as bei ng unpatentabl e over
Ander son taken with Cunni ngham and clainms 9 through 12, 14
through 19, 21, 22 and 24 through 26 stand correspondi ngly
rejected over these references and further in view of either of
t he Nagaoka references.

We refer to the Briefs and the Answer for a conplete
exposition of the opposing viewoints expressed by the appell ant

and the exam ner concerning the above noted rejections.

OPI NI ON
For the reasons set forth below, none of the rejections

advanced by the exam ner can be sust ai ned.
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W fully agree with the appellant’s concl usion expressed in
the Briefs that the applied references and in particul ar
Cunni ngham woul d not have suggested provi di ng Anderson’s process
with the step of introducing a G oup VI elenment onto the surface
of an active (i.e., doped) region as required by step (b) of the
i ndependent cl ains on appeal. This is because Cunni ngham rat her
t han i ntroduci ng such an el enent onto the surface of a doped
region, fabricates delta-doped |ayers of a G oup VI elenent at a
di stance fromthe netal -sem conductor junction (which corresponds
to the here clainmed surface); e.g., see the paragraph bridging
colums 1 and 2 on page 2. W do not perceive and the exam ner
does not explain how Cunni ngham s step of fabricating delta-doped
| ayers at a distance fromhis netal -sem conductor junction would
have suggested (or inherently practiced) the here clainmed step of
introducing a G oup VI elenment onto the surface of the active
(1.e., doped) region whereat the appellant’s netal -sem conduct or
junction is to be forned.

In light of the foregoing, we cannot sustain the examner’s
8 103 rejection of clainms 28 through 31, 33 through 36, 38, 39
and 43 as bei ng unpatentabl e over Anderson taken w th Cunni ngham
Mor eover, since the above di scussed deficiencies are not supplied

by the Nagaoka references, we al so cannot sustain the § 103
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rejection of clainms 9 through 12, 14 through 19, 21, 22 and 24
t hrough 26 as bei ng unpat entabl e over Anderson taken with
Cunni ngham and further in view of either of the Nagaoka

ref erences.

The decision of the exam ner i s reversed.

REVERSED

JOHN D. SM TH
Adm ni strative Patent Judge)

)
)

)
BRADLEY R. GARRI S ) BOARD OF PATENT
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) | NTERFERENCES

)

)
CAMVERON WEI FFENBACH )

Adm ni strative Patent Judge)
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